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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's amendments to claims are accepted by the Examiner. More 
specifically, claims 1-3, 5-7, 10-12, 16-27, 30-32, 36-40, and 42-44 are amended 
and claim 41 is cancelled. 

Applicant's arguments filed March 27, 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Thus claims 1-19, 21-39 and 42-44 maintain as being 
rejected; claims 20 and 40 are objected to. 
The following are examiner's arguments. 

Regarding claims 42 and 42, the applicant argues that Lathrop neither 
discloses nor suggests a "controller that controls to record on said recording 
medium the sensed image in a first format in addition to the same sensed image 
in a second format", Remarks page 15 lines 3-6. However, for these amended 
claims, Nakamura (EP 1,133,167) includes the above limitation, see Nakamura 
Fig. 6A, Fig. 6B, Fig. 7 and paragraphs [0065]-[0071]. More specifically, when 
steps ST1 , ST8, ST9, and ST1 are performed and a NO path is chosen, a 
second file format for the purpose of live view display is stored in DRAM 232. 
Then, when the power is not turn-off in step ST4, the first file format "raw image 
data" is stored in DRAM 232, later on this raw image data is converted into JPEG 
file format, see paragraph [0057], 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or 
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before 
the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 



Application/Control Number: 10/660,871 
Art Unit: 2622 



Page 3 



Claims 1-5, 7-8. 10, 12-15, 21-25, 27-28, 30, 32-35, and 41-44 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Lathrop (U.S. Pub. 
2001/0020979 AD 

Regarding claims 1, 21, 42, and 43 Lathrop discloses an image sensing 
apparatus (10), (see Lathrop, Fig. 1) comprising: an image sensor (16) that 
performs image sensing in response to an inputted image sensing instruction 
(26); a recording medium (32) that stores a sensed image; and a controller (22), 
(see Lathrop, paragraphs [0017] and [0018]) that controls to record on said 
recording medium the sensed image in a first format (TIFF) instead of a second 
format (JPEG)/ in addition to the sensed image in a second format (JPEG), 
different from the first format, which is designated in advance when a format 
change instruction (26) is designated by a user within a predetermined period 
after sensing the image. 

As for claims 2 and 22, Lathrop discloses that the first format is a lossless 
compression format (TIFF) and the second format (JPEG) is a lossy compression 
format, (see paragraphs [0017] and [0018]). 

As for claims 3 and 23, Lathrop discloses a memory (32) that stores a 
sensed image in the first format at least until the format change instruction is 
designated, (see Lathrop, claim 4 and Fig. 2). 

As for claims 4 and 24, Lathrop discloses that said controller (22) controls 
the latest image data of the first format stored in said memory to be recorded 
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onto said recording medium in response to the format change instruction, (see 
Lathrop, claim 10). 

As for claims 5 and 25, Lathrop discloses that said controller (22) rejects 
the format change instruction while an image sensing operation is in progress in 
response to the image sensing instruction, (see Lathrop, claim 22). 

As for claims 7 and 27, Lathrop discloses that said controller (22) controls 
at least one of information indicating whether or not there is any sensed image of 
the first format which has not been recorded onto said recording medium and 
information indicating whether or not each sensed image of the first format has 
been recorded onto said recording medium, and updates the information when a 
sensed image of the first format is recorded onto said recording medium in 
response to the format change instruction, (see Lathrop, paragraphs[0025] and 
[0026], wherein microprocessor checks to see how many unprocessed TIFF 
images exist and updates TIFF tags such as DateTime tag and Fnumber tag). 

As for claims 8 and 28, as previous mentioned in the discussion of claims 
7 and 27, Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. 
Furthermore, Lathrop discloses that the camera is ready to take another picture 
once the raw image is stored in the storage device by the microprocessor. Thus, 
it is inherent that the controller determines whether or not there is any sensed 
image of the first format recordable onto said recording medium based on the 
information when the format change instruction is inputted, and prevents a 
sensed image of the first format from being recorded onto said recording medium 
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when it is determined that there is no recordable sensed image of the first format, 
(see Lathrop, paragraph [0025]). 

As for claims 10 and 30, as previous mentioned in the discussion of 
claims 7 and 27, Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. 
Furthermore, Lathrop discloses that microprocessor (22) creates a new JPEG file 
from an oldest TIFF file, (see Lathrop, paragraph [0026]). Thus, it is inherent that 
microcontroller rejects the format change instruction in a case where the second 
format is a lossless compression format. 

As for claims 12 and 32, as previous mentioned in the discussion of 
claims 1 and 21, Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. 
Furthermore, Lathrop discloses that a sensed image (step 1 10) is recorded in the 
second format on said recording medium until at least the format change 
instruction (step 130) is issued, (see Lathrop et al, Fig. 2). 

As for claims 13 and 33, as previous mentioned in the discussion of 
claims 12 and 32, Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. 
Lathrop discloses that after the format change instruction(step 130) is issued, the 
sensed image of the second format (step 1 26) is erased from said recording 
medium, (see Lathrop et al, Fig. 2). 

As for claims 14 and 34, as previous mentioned in the discussion of 
claims 13 and 33, Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. In 
addition, Lathrop discloses that microprocessor (22) processes unprocessed 
segments of the oldest TIFF format and writes correspondent information into 
JPEG header, (see Lathrop, paragraphs [0025] and [0026]). Thus, it is inherent 
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that the microprocessor controls, when additional data is added to the sensed 
image of the second format to be erased, the additional data to be added to a 
corresponding sensed image of the first format. 

As for claims 15 and 35, as previous mentioned in the discussion of 
claims 13 and 33, Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. It is 
inherent that the erasure of the sensed image is performed in accordance with a 
capacity of said recording medium, (see Lathrop, paragraph [0028], wherein the 
resulting empty memory is used to store new image data). 

As for claims 41 and 44, as previous mentioned in the discussion of 
claims 21 and 43, Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. 
Furthermore, Lathrop discloses that microprocessor (22) accesses program logic 
(24), memory buffer (20) and non-volatile storage device (32). Since 
microprocessor is programmed to perform predetermined operations, it is 
inherent that there is a storage medium storing a program that is executable by 
the data processing apparatus and comprises program codes realizing the image 
recording method described in claims 21 and 42. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 
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Claims 6. 9. 16. 26. 29. and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Lathrop (U.S. Pub. 2001/0020979 AD and further in 
view of Sarbadhikari et al (E.P. 1.152.589 A2) 

As for claims 6 and 26, as previous mentioned in the discussion of claims 
1 and 21, Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. As 
previously mentioned, Lathrop discloses controller (22). Lathrop does not 
disclose a display unit used when recording the sensed image of the first format 
onto recording medium. 

However, Sarbadhikari et al discloses operation display (30) connected to 
processor (20), (see Sarbadhikari et al, Fig. 2). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the operation display as described 
by Sarbadhikari the with the microprocessor as described by Lathrop so as to 
display at least one operation status of "Start recording", "Recording", and 
"Recorded" when recording the sensed image of the first format onto said 
recording medium because such combination enhances user interface for 
camera operators. 

As for claims 9 and 29, as previous mentioned in the discussion of claims 
8 and 28, Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. 
Furthermore, Sarbadhakari et al discloses a notification unit (30) connected to 
processor (20), (see Sarbadhakari et al, Fig. 2) wherein said controller controls 
the information to be notified by said notification unit when preventing recording 
onto said recording medium. 
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As for claims 16 and 36, as previous mentioned in the discussion of 
claims 1 and 21 , Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. 
Lathrop does not disclose rejecting format change instruction when the capacity 
of said recording medium is less than a predetermined amount. 

However, Sarbadhikari et al discloses remaining memory capacity for use 
by a camera, (see Sarbadhikari et al, column 1 lines 41-57). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to implement the remaining memory capacity as 
•described by Sarbadhikari into the electronic camera as described by Lathrop 
because such implementation prevents raw image data from being transferred 
and processed. • 

Claims 11 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lathrop (U.S. Pub. 2001/0020979 A1) and further in view 
of Anderson (U.S. Pat. 6.031.964) 

As for claims 11 and 31, as previous mentioned in the discussion of 
claims 1 and 21 , Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. 
Lathrop does not disclose the issue of format change instruction when a level 
drop of a power source. 

However, Anderson discloses a power failure mode, in which main 
batteries are out of operation, that puts backup batteries in operation, (see 
Anderson et al, columns 4 lines 37-53). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to implement the power failure mode as 
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described by Anderson into the electronic camera as described by Lathrop 
because such implementation can protect any image data currently being 
processed by a camera before shutdown occurs. 

Claims 17-19 and 37-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lathrop (U.S. Pub. 2001/0020979 AD and further in view 
of Nakamura et al (E.P. 1.133.167 AD 

As for claims 17 and 37, as previous mentioned in the discussion of 
claims 1 and 21 , Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. 
Lathrop does not disclose that the predetermined period is the period until a next 
image sensing instruction is issued. 

However, Nakamura et al discloses the flow chart operation, (see 
Nakamura, Fig. 7), wherein predetermined period is determined by following 
either the steps of ST1 , ST8, ST9, and ST1 or the steps of ST1 , ST8, ST10, 
ST11.ST12, andSTL 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to implement the flow chart operation in which 
predetermined period is determined as described by Nakamura et al into the 
electronic camera as described by Lathrop because such implementation 
assures that the capture of the next image is always performed after raw data 
writing of the immediately preceding image frame. 

As for claims 18 and 38, as previous mentioned in the discussion of 
claims 1 and 21, Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. 



Application/Control Number: 10/660,871 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2622 

Lathrop does not disclose that the predetermined period is the period when the 
sensed image is displayed on a display. 

However, Nakamura et al discloses the flow chart operation, (see 
Nakamura, Fig. 9), wherein predetermined period is determined by following the 
steps of ST28, ST29, ST30, and ST28. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to implement the flow chart operation in which 
predetermined period is determined as described by Nakamura et al into the 
electronic camera as described by Lathrop because such implementation 
assures continuous display of taken images. 

As for claims 19 and 39, as previous mentioned in the discussion of 
claims 1 and 21, Lathrop discloses all of the limitation of the parent claims. 
Lathrop does not disclose that the predetermined period is a period when electric 
power is supplied to the image sensing apparatus. 

However, Nakamura et al discloses the flow chart operation, (see 
Nakamura, Fig. 11), wherein predetermined period is determined by following 
either the steps of ST41 , ST42, ST43, ST44, and S4T1 or the steps of ST41 , 
ST46-ST51,andST41. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to implement the flow chart operation in which 
predetermined period is determined as described by Nakamura et al into the 
electronic camera as described by Lathrop because such implementation 
assures that image capture or live view display can be performed. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 20 and 40 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. Specifically, the 
prior art of record neither anticipates nor renders obvious the lossy compression 
of image data before image processing and the lossless compression of image 
data after image processing. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

Sasson et al (U.S. Pat. 5,016,107) discloses an electronic camera 
employing digital processing of image signal, in which the digital processor 
compressed stream of processed image signal. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be 
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calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 



Application/Control Number: 10/660,871 Page 
Art Unit: 2622 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Tuan H. Le whose telephone number is (571 ) 
270-1130. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 7:30-5:00 F 7:30- 
4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, David L. Ometz can be reached on (571 ) 272-7593. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Tuan Le/ I Jy J / 

Patent Examiner. XL y/n/ 7S /' 
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SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



